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FOREWORD

As A PART of their current study on “The Word of God
and the Church’s Missionary Obedience”, the Working
Committee of the Department of Missionary Studies
jointly run by the International Missionary Council and
the World Council of Churches decided to commission a
survey and appraisal of recent work in Biblical theology
having any bearing upon the nature and necessity of the
Church’s mission to the world. Dr. J. Blauw, of the Nether-
lands Missionary Council, kindly accepted their invitation
to undertake this task. At the same time a series of con-
sultations was planned in America, Asia, Europe, and
Africa, to be attended chiefly by people responsibly en-
gaged in the Churches’ missionary work, at which this and
other material was to form the basis for discussion. These
conferences were to be followed up by the writing, and
careful theological scrutiny, of a book by Dr. D. T. Niles?
dealing with the empirical issues which arise today in con-
nection with Christian missions. This whole study, focused
in the publication of these two books, seeks to answer the
question “What does it mean in theological terms and in
practice in this ecumenical era for the Church to discharge
its mission to all the nations?”

We are very grateful to Dr. Blauw for admirably ful-
filling his assignment, and to the Netherlands Missionary
Council for enabling him to take time for work on this

1 D. T. Niles, Upon the Earth: the Mission of God and the Missionary
Enterprise of the Churches.
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study. We have pleasure in commending this constructive
presentation of a critical survey of Biblical theology in this
field, believing it to be a real contribution to ecumenical
thinking—which concerns itself equally with the mission
and the unity of the Church.

VICTOR E. W. HAYWARD
London C.W.M.E. Research Secretary



INTRODUCTION

DurinG the Ghana Assembly of the International Mis-
sionary Council, the late Professor W. Freytag made a
comparison between 1928 and 1958. In a way so charac-
teristic of him he expressed the difference thus: “Then
missions had problems, but they were not a problem
themselves.”?

The problematic character of the missionary movement
which began about two and a half centuries ago has led
to an ever more insistent question as to the w#y of missions.
Not only the method but even the right of missions to
exist at all is at stake. For those who see the missionary
movement of the last few centuries merely as a historically
distinct phenomenon, it is not difficult to consign missions
themselves to the great institutions which have had their
day, like any other specific historical complex, since mis-
sions will of course gradually disappear of their own
accord. For what is old and obsolete is at the point of
disappearing.

However, when missions are considered not as an
historical phenomenon but as a commission from God,
the question of a Biblical and theological foundation for
mission becomes important.

There was a time when this Biblical foundauon and
motivation was not considered to be so urgently necessary
as is now the case. In fact, the Biblical motive for missions
was only one among many motives, and sometimes not
even the most important one. The impulses that led to
the awakening of missionary work have been varied and
multiple in the course of history, and the deposit of all
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these is plain to see in the history of missionary theory and
knowledge.?

During the last thirty years, however, a growing resist-
ance has been noted to a multiple foundation for missions,
especially on the European continent. The plea has been
made with ever greater emphasis for a “purification of the
motive for missions” and for an exclusive limitation to a
Biblical foundation.?

Though this Biblical foundation might not have been
lacking in the past, we must admit that the theological
basis was often quite narrow, and frequently took little
or no account of the important trends in academic
theological research.

So far as theology is concerned, missions have often been
regarded as a by-product. And when attempts have been
made to treat them as a theological problem, the reaction
from the theological and church side has not been satis-
factory. At this point a great change has come about in
the last few decades. The result of the theology of the Old
and New Testament points more and more in the direction
of the universal and missionary character of the Church;
and systematic theology is keeping up its end.*

At the same time, there is a felt need in missionary
circles for a broader and deeper theological orientation.
Not only church and mission, but also theology and mis-
sionary thinking, are approaching each other more and
more.

The influence of these factors is not always apparent at
missionary conferences, perhaps because the themes of
such conferences are more often concerned with practical
missionary affairs and with missionary leadership rather
than with theological sensitivity. Above all, there is
always the language barrier, so that the results of theo-
logical research in one language area become known only
slowly in another language area. In order to fill this exist-
ing lacuna to some degree, the attempt is ventured in the
following survey to set forth the mosi important results of

10



the theological research of the last thirty years concerning
the basis and the purpose, the place and the meaning of
missions.

In discussions on missionary work and its distinctive
place in the Church, it has been generally agreed that
the Church has a missionary calling. The question has
been, what is the relation between this calling, the exist-
ence of which is not disputed, and the shape it is to take,
which s a point of dispute in our time and age, and which
is usually expressed by the word “missions” (foreign mis-
sions, dussere Mission).

I had been asked to have this manuscript ready by
April 1960. As T was unable to start work upon it till
November 1959 and, once I had started, was occupied
with other work time and again, it bears clear signs of the
haste in which it had to be written. After it had been
extensively discussed in Geneva from July 10 to 14,
1960, it appeared to be necessary to add a few things to it.
Again this revision had to be postponed till the end of
November 1960. This manuscript is now presented to the
reader with apologies for not having been able to give
anything better.

I would like the reader to take into account the follow-
ing factors when judging it:

(a) This little book is not intended to present a new
Biblical theology of missionary work but a critical
survey of what has been said about the subject by
others in the past thirty years. The gaps that will
be encountered are therefore indications both of
gaps in the theological material and of faulty com-
pilation.

(8) I realize that in arranging the large amount of
material in such a way that it could be given in the
present paper, I have made the treatise more
schematic than the Biblical data and their theological
reflections warrant. Actually the data to be found
in the Bible are more varied in character than
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(c)

(d)

(o)

could be shown in the limited space available. It
may be, however, that this gives the book greater
practical value.

In view of the amount of material and the task I
was given, I restricted myself to the questions that
concern what is called the Biblical foundation of
missionary work. The important and nowadays
burning question of the relation between “the word
of God and the living faiths of men’ had to remain
unanswered or practically so.

I have been asked what is meant by “Biblical
theology of missionary work”. Personally I take it
10 mean a conception of missionary work that is as
closely as possible related to what the Bible tells us.
Every age needs a fresh encounter with the Bible,
because every age has its own questions and prob-
lems. Nothing is more healthful than to listen to the
Bible time and again, not because we want to hear
the answer to our question from the Bible (theologi-
cal ventriloquy through the medium of the Bible is a
favourite but rather tiring and useless pastime), but
because we want to miss nothing of the light that
God’s Word sheds on our path.

Some people will consider my approach to the
Holy Bible too conservative, others may consider it
100 liberal. Some people will think I have let myself
be influenced too much by the present-day prob-
lems of missionary work, others that I have dealt
with the material in too abstract and timeless a way.
I admit that as far as the task entrusted to me is
concerned, namely, to write a treatise about theo-
logical data (exegetic and systematic), I have over-
stepped the boundaries several times, particularly
in the last two chapters and in the notes.

I have also been asked why I have taken the Old

Testament as my starting point. Some were of the

opinion that this wronged Jesus Christ as God’s
12



main revelation. I hasten to declare that I, too,
consider the Scriptures precious because they
testify of Jesus Christ (John 5: 39), and are realized
in Him. The Scriptures have an open horizon
turned towards Jesus Christ, but that also means
that Jesus Christ has a previous history worth in-
vestigating. It is He who gives the Old Testament
its perspective and He cannot be understood except
in the light of God’s actions in history, the history
of salvation. That is why thisbook has been arranged
in such a way as to deal with God’s actions in his-
tory since the creation of the world. It seemed to
me illegitimate, theologically speaking, (i) to pro-
ject Jesus Christ back into the Old Testament and
thus to interpret Him into its text; (ii) to surrender
to those who exegesize away the Messianic nature
of (parts of) the Old Testament.

(f) Finally the author is surrounded by European con-
tinental theologians, which means that he has a
certain opinion about theological subjects and that
he deals with them in a characteristic manner. The
author has not been either able or willing to turn
himselfinto a cosmopolitan iz theologicis. The litera-
ture he used was also for the major part of European
(continental) origin. There is no doubt that more
British and American theological literature now
exists in the university libraries than was the case
twenty years ago, but there were all too many books
that could not be secured and there was not enough
time for travelling. So the author wishes to apolo-
gize in advance if he has missed out any important
works to be found in Great Britain and America.
The harvest of missionary ideas from systematic
theology has been extremely poor, partly because
systematic theology has shown very little interest in
the questions with which we deal in this book,
partly because the author has been very inaccurate

13



in his research in this respect; exegetic literature
claimed practically all his time and attention.

As it has so often been necessary in this survey to
refer to others, the author has been in danger of
misunderstanding them and/or of reporting their
opinions incorrectly. He sincerely hopes that he has
succeeded in doing injustice to nobody and that he
is capable of listening carefully enough to be able
to pass on to others what he has heard.

I am indebted to the International Missionary Council
for the honour of this assignment; to the Netherlands Mis-
sionary Council for permission to spend time on its fulfil-
ment; especially to Dr. W. L. Holladay, who under
pressure of time translated the first draft from the Dutch
language; to Dr. A. M. Chirgwin, who reshaped the final
text; to the Rev. Drs. J. Slomp, who took care of the notes,
bringing them up to the Anglo-Saxon standard; and
finally to all those who have helped me through discussing
the first draft, in criticizing and stimulating my thoughts.

With the gratitude of a son and the pride of a father,
I'mention that the indexes of Bible references and of authors
have been prepared by my eighty-years old father and my
twenty-years old son. This symbolizes the fact that the
present generation is nothing without the former, and
helpless without the future, generation.

J. BLAUW
June 1961



CHAPTER 1

THE POINT OF DEPARTURE AND GENERAL
PERSPECTIVE OF UNIVERSALISM IN THE
OLD TESTAMENT

1. Introduction

HEN THE QUESTION OF THE BASIS AND MEANING

V PV of the mission of the Church to all the nations is

raised, the Old Testament can neither be by-passed nor
refexrred to merely by way of introduction.

There was a time when one scarcely knew what to do
with the Old Testament. The search for the motive for
mission in the Old Testament was confined to the indica-
tion of some non-Israclite persons who were incorporated
into Israel or who accepted the faith of Israel (Ruth and
Naaman, for example), and to the unearthing from pro-
phetic writings of testimonies to universalism which also
bear a missionary character to a greater or lesser degree.
The most popular subjects were Jonah and the so-called
Deutero-Isaiah. Thus in this respect the older literature is
constantly disappointing.!

This should not come as too much of a surprise to us.
For years Old Testament criticism was, with few excep-
tions, more impressed by the dependence of the Old Testa-
ment on its environment than by its special vocation in the
midst of this environment. Historical and literary criticism
had little interest in a “theology of the Old Testament” in
the sense attached to this expression at the present time.

In the last thirty years a great change has taken place.
So far as I know, W. Eichrodt was the first to take a new
direction, in his Theologie des Alten Testaments, which
appeared in 1933-35 (E.T. Theology of the Old Testament).

15



Since then several theologies of the Old Testament have
appeared which go further in the direction taken by
Eichrodt.? The most recent publication in this area is that
of G. von Rad: Theologie des Alten Testaments, Band 1: Die
Theologie der geschichslichen Uberligferungen, Ch. Kaiser Ver-
lag, Munich, 1957-60 (E.T. in preparation, Theology of the
Old Testament, Vol. 1: The Theology of the Historical Tradi-
tions). In more than one respect this work is especially
instructive for our purpose, because von Rad is particu-
larly concerned to understand the kerygma of the Old
Testament.? To this end he does not draw up a dogmatic
scheme, thereupon to go looking in the Old Testament
for answers to the questions asked of him; instead he at-
tempts to understand the Old Testament in the context in
which it has come to us. He leaves the material in the
context of Heilsgeschichte (salvation-history), in which it
has been placed by Israel herself. He considers recital to be
the most legitimate form of theological discussion about
the Old Testament.*

Now it is striking that since more attention has come to
be paid to the whole peculiar character of Israel and its
“religion” in the midst of the nations, the message of Israel
and the place of Israel stand out much more clearly.

Therefore we are also in a happier position than we
were thirty years ago, as regards the Old Testament
foundation of mission. Where Heilsgeschichte stands out
again in its own right, mission comes into the picture too.
The heilsgeschichtlich (salvation-historical) foundation of
mission has a long history, and it would seem that a new
chapter to this history can now be added,® which in
essence is nothing but an elaboration of one of the first
chapters. The clearer becomes the view of the unity of
the Bible, the greater appears the value of visions which,
while they date from a ‘‘pre-critical” age, nevertheless
appear more correct than we used to think.

We consider it of great importance that a “theology of
mission” be based not only on the narrow strip of some

16



“missionary texts”, but on the whole witness of both the
Old Testament and the New Testament. That this is the
case in regard to the Old Testament must now be demon-
strated in this chapter.

Perhaps it would not be superfluous to call attention to
the not unimportant distinction between ‘‘universal’” and
“missionary”.

When we call the message of the Old Testament ““uni-
versal”’, we mean that it has the whole world in view and
that it has validity for the whole world. This universality
is the basis for the missionary message of the Old Testa-
ment. By “missionary” we understand the commission to
deliberate witness, to going out. Our thesis, which will be
set forth below, is that we must be much more reserved in
speaking of the missionary message of the Old Testament
than of its universal message.

2. Point of Departure

As our point of departure we choose the first chapters of
the Bible, Gen. 1~11. This is not so self-evident as it seems.
Ordinarily the exodus from Egypt forms the point of de-
parture both in the theologies of the Old Testament and
in the description of the history of Israel.

But it is no coincidence that the Old Testament has
been handed down to us in its present form. The arrange-
ment, the order of the material also belongs to the kerygma,
the message of the Old Testament. Historical and literary
criticism have proved that there are various sources and
strata in the Old Testament tradition; but we need not
concern ourselves with this at the present juncture. Our
problem is the kerygma, and this kerygma can be neither
preserved nor passed on properly if some point of depar-
ture is chosen other than that given by the Old Testament
itself in its traditional form. Therefore for an understand-
ing of the universal purport of the Old Testament, it is
necessary to have the Old Testament begin where it be-
gins. As long ago as 1936, K. Hartenstein pointed out
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(albeit in another connection) that the first chapters of
Genesis are of special significance for a theology of mis-
sion.” But he left this remark without elaboration, and it is
now time for us to follow up this hint of his. This can all
the more easily be done, now that exegetical research is
providing us with increasing light.®

The first chapters of Genesis are (as is the whole Book
of Genesis, for that matter) a key to the understanding of
all the rest of the Old Testament and even, for those who
recognize the unity of the Bible, of the whole Bible.

The conviction that we are to look upon these beginning
chapters not only as an adaptation of very old narrative
material, but more especially as a “theology of history”,
and as rickwarts gekehrte Prophetie (prophecy turned back-
wards) is gaining ground more and more.? We shall there-
fore have to put aside the thought that we are being offered
here an “ontology” of creation and of man. We shall have
to dispense with this philosophical terminology and mode
of thinking, in order not to lose sight of the true intentions
of these very compact and charged chapters. Israel did not
think and live philosophically, but historically, and the
Old Testament, more than any other document from these
times, has a historical, prophetic character. As history, the
Old Testament is prophecy; as prophecy, it is at the same
time history.

The first chapters of Genesis must therefore be seen also
as witness, as confession concerning the pre-history of
Israel as the People of God, and at the same time as pre-
history which gives meaning to the history of Israel itself.

In short compass the contents of this “pre-history” may
be summed up as follows.

In the beginning God created the heavens and the
earth. The whole creation has been instituted upon man
and for man (Gen. 1). In consequence the centre of
creation is man (Gen. 2), but man misuses this centrality
and does not understand his responsibility (Gen. 3). Then
there begins the guilty alienation from God which assumes

18



ever more catastrophic proportions, and which makes it-
self felt in the whole creation (Gen. 4-6). Judgment, then,
cannot fail to come (Gen. 7-8), but after this judgment,
and through it, God still remains faithful to His creation
and to man (Gen. 8, 9). A new generation of men grows
up (Gen. 10), but these also turn away from God and pre-
sumptuously seek only themselves and look only to them-
selves. Again the judgment of God strikes man, this time
not in a Flood but in the dispersion of mankind over the
whole earth as a result of their alienation from each other
(Gen. 11).

Here we have a conception both of the origin and of
the history of the earth and the world of nations which is
of an uncommon ““theological” quality.1®

Now this relationship of God to the world of nations is
the background of the history of Israel, which begins with
the patriarchs and particularly with the call of Abraham !t

The call of Abraham, and the history of Israel which
begins at that point, is the beginning of the restoration of
the lost unity of mankind and of the broken fellowship
with God. “In you all the families of the earth will be
blessed” (or “will bless themselves™), Gen. 12: 312 Here it
becomes clear that the whole history of Israel is nothing but the
continuation of God’s dealings with the nations, and that therefore
the history of Israel is only to be understood from the unsolved
problem of the relation of God to the nations.

[This connection of what has been called Urgeschichie,
primeval history (Gen. 1-11) and the history of the origin
of Israel (Gen. 12 ff.) has been convincingly indicated by
von Rad.!® A complete exegesis of chapters 10-12: g of
Genesis lies outside the scope of this book, but the main
lines may be set forth here. In the Table of the Nations in
Gen. 10 we have a consequence of the announcement in
Gen. g regarding the new covenant with the earth. This
covenant shows its effectiveness in the filling of the earth
with a multitude of the nations. The joy of the Creator has
won out over his sadness and wrath (cf. Acts 17: 26). The
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world of nations is the result of the peace made with man
after the Flood.

The nations are simultaneously signs of God’s will to
peace and of His judgment. It is from this double point of
view that the nations will be considered, again and again,
in the whole Old Testament. The key to understanding
this ambivalent assessment is put into our hands in Gen. 10
and 11. They contain the reflection of Israel on the prob-
lem of the nations (or the heathen) and the fundamental
kerygma regarding the nations.

Nevertheless, the story of the Tower of Babel does not
carry the same weight as does that of the List of Nations,
because the confusion of language and the dispersion over
the whole earth are counterbalanced by the call of Abra-
ham and the election of Israel. Even in the choice of
words Gen. 12: 1-3 recalls the story of the Tower of Babel.
The promise to Abraham reflects both the salvation of God
(Gen. 10) and the judgment of God (Gen. 11), but salva-
tion prevails (cf. “him who curses you”, singular, with
“those who bless you”, plural). “Salvation and judgment
are now brought into history by God, and by the attitude
taken toward this work that God will perform in history,
men shall determine the decision made for judgment or
salvation.” (Von Rad, r Mose, p. 133; E.T., Genesis.)

It is possible to see an analogy between the central and
decisive part allotted to Abraham in Gen. 12: 3 and the
story in Gen. 2: 16 and 17. In the one, Man’s answer
(Adam=Man=humanity) to God’s commandment con-
cerning the tree of knowledge of good and evil decided his
life and future, in the other it becomes clear that from then
on one’s attitude with regard to Abraham will have the
same decisive meaning. This implies that God’s actions in
history in fulfilling His promise to Abraham (that is, to the
people of Israel) perform a critical function in the lives of
all peoples. In other words, obedience and disobedience
towards God are judged against the background of those
people’s attitude towards Israel. There is an interaction

20



(which cannot be fully proved exegetically, but which
can be derived theologically and anthropologically) be-
tween Gen. 1—12 and the remainder of the Old Testament;
the history of Israel is the elaboration of what has been
related in Gen. 1—-11; Gen. 1-11 in its turn is a reflection
of Israel’s history. Any anthropology based on the Bible
will therefore have to take seriously both the portrait of
Man as painted in Gen. 1-11 and Israel’s reaction to God’s
action.

An obvious illustration of the data in Gen. 10-12 is
Ps. 87.

Here the greatness of Jerusalem, the city of God, is cele-
brated. This greatness she derives from the fact that she is
the city of God. But as the city of God she is at the same
time the native city of all nations. They come not only #o
this city, but they have their domicile, their citizenship,
their birthright there. As pars pro toto we find Egypt
(Rahab) and Babylon, Philistia, Tyre, and Ethiopia
named. In the history of Israel most of these nations
appear as constant arch-enemies of Israel and Israel’s God.
In an imposing statement from God’s own mouth (verse
4), it is declared that they are all at home in the city of
God. In an unequivocal way the law of God is declared
to be binding on the nations. They have their origin and
destiny in the same love wherewith Yahweh loves Jerusalem
and Israel. This universal love is answered in the glad
round-dance of the nations within the city of God: an
ecumenical vision which was granted to Israel in worship,
as a reminder of the universal lordship and goodness of
Israel’s God. This song must have been of great signifi-
cance, particularly for the strangers incorporated into
Israel.]

3. Election
If Gen. 1-11 forms the background of the history of the
patriarchs, the latter in its turn forms the background of
the history of Israel which begins in Exodus.
21



That the call of Abraham (and thus implicitly that of
Israel) must be seen in the light of God’s revelation to the
nations, is especially to be gleaned from Gen. 12: 3.

[Paul names Abraham in Rom. 4: 13 the heir of the
world, and the meeting with Melchizedek, Gen. 14: 1824,
is connected in Heb. 7 with the universal priesthood of
Christ. The important declaration of Gen. 12: 3 is inter-
preted in the New Testament as a promise of salvation for
all peoples, and placed in a Christological light (Gal. 3:
8, 16, 29).]

The great importance of this declaration is being admit-
ted more and more. Abraham and his descendants will
draw the attention of the nations to themselves and make
them eager to share in his blessings. The act of election of
Abraham (and implicitly of Israel) coincides with the promise or
prospect of blessing for the nations}* H. H. Rowley (among
others) has pointed out in detail this universal meaning of
the election of Israel.’ One might differ with him in
opinion as to the motive for Israel’s election: he supposes
that God chose Israel because Israel was most fit for the
task.1

It seems to me that there is no specific basis present in
the Old Testament itself for this declaration. In fact, the
opposite is often set forth: Deut. 7: 6-8, Amos 9: 7.”” Em-
phatically and rightly, however, Rowley maintains that
election is “election for service”. “The purpose of the
election is service, and when the service is withheld the
election loses its meaning, and therefore fails.”?® This does
not mean, however, that God on His part abandons the
election; on the contrary. Special emphasis on this election
for service is made by Th. C. Vriezen in his basic study on
the election of Israel according to the Old Testament;
Die Erwahlung Israels nach dem Alten Testament.®

The Old Testament is not concerned in the first instance
to lay the foundations of a certainty of salvation, and least
of all a personal certainty of salvation, but to place the fact of
[Israel’s] existence as the people of God in the right light:
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this privilege has not been extended to Israel that she might
become infatuated by it, but that she might recognize it as
a commission. Election sets Israel apart from the nations, so
that she might in a special way serve God and reveal his
glory and lordship on earth and in the end bring the whole
world to God?. . . Election has no goal in itself, but only
the Kingdom of God.2*

It seems to me of the highest importance to take careful
note of the specific meaning and import of the word elec-
tion. As Vriezen and Rowley both demonstrate convinc-
ingly, it has no connection with favouritism, and there is
therefore no ground for the reproach still often heard
within the younger Churches of Asia (an echo of the
reproach from the neo-Hindu side?): “We do not like a
God who has favourite peoples and favourite persons.”

As a matter of fact, the idea that the divine deed of
election is to be explained as favouritism belongs to the
great sin, the apostasy of Israel.2? It is therefore of great
significance that the word election and choice in the Old
Testament, whenever it refers to Israel, is always used in
the active, never in the passive form: Israel is never called
bahiir, “chosen”.23

Israel is not so much the object of divine election as sub-
Ject in the service asked for by God on the ground of elec-
tion. Perhaps one could put it this way: that there is not
service through election but rather election because of service.
Therefore election is not primarily a privilege but a
responsibility. If the responsibility is refused, election can
even become the motiye for divine punishment: “You only
have I known of all the families of the earth, therefore I will
punish you for all your iniquities” (Amos 3: 2). Itis there-
fore a misjudgment of the clear declarations of the Old
Testament to derive from the election of the nation Israel
any national concept, much less any sanction for a “master
race” or nationalism.?* The Old Testament is not at all
concerned with purity of descent, unity of territory or
culture, or the like. The emphasis in the Old Testament
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never lies upon Israel as a people, but only upon Israel as
the People of God.*

The election of Israel is a matter of divine initiative
which has as its goal the recognition of God by all nations
over the whole world. The way to this goal is the theocracy
of Israel; the means is Israel’s separation from the other
peoples.®

While the emphasis is laid during the whole history of
Israel on her necessity to be separate, this must never be
explained as an expression of Old Testament “particu-
larism”, but as the adherence to the conditio sine qua non for
the maintenance of theocracy in Israel as the forerunner
for the lordship of God over the whole world.

[The exegesis which R. B. Y. Scott has given of Exod.
19: 6, is especially enlightening at this point.?” In the
previous verse (verse 5) the right of possession of all
peoples by Yahweh is underlined: “. . . you shall be my
own possession among all peoples; for all the earth is
mine.” Verse 6 says: “And you shall be to me a kingdom
of priests and a holy nation.” This does not mean that
Israel shall be a people that is made up entirely of priests,
but that Israel shall fulfil a priestly role as a people in the
midst of the peoples; she represents God in the world of
nations. What priests are for a people, Israel as a people is
for the world.

No doubt the Old Testament is “particularistic”, in the
sense that salvation and the service of God are confined to
one special people; but this “particularism” is the instru-
ment for the universal ends of God with the world. There-
fore the word particularism is unsuited to define the task and
place of Israel. It arouses misunderstandings and associa-
tions with isolationism, separatism, individualism. To my
way of thinking we will do best to discard the scheme of
particularism and universalism in the light of the theology
of the Old Testament in our days.2

Alongside of declarations such as Exod. 19: 6, we might
further cite such Psalms as 67, 96, 100, 117, etc. The oft-
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used term “holy” as a designation for Israel also points in
this direction. By “holy” (gadkos) is meant not an ethical
quality but a relation with God; consecrated (and thus
also separated) for a special service.?]

4. The Nations

If the election of Abraham, i.e. Israel, is to have a uni-
versal purpose, the consequence of it for the world of
nations is that they can be described as “peoples whom
Yahweh does not know”. The designation “nations” is
identical with “heathen”; in other words, the designation
“nations” (gopyim) does not have a political or national,
but a religious meaning.3°

It is not possible here to treat in broad outline the place
and meaning of the nations in the Old Testament. But it
is worth while here to assemble the results of research in
a few statements.

(i) The Old Testament does not state that the election
of Israel means the rejection of the nations. The fact that
the Old Testament knows nothing of the passive definition
(that Israel is the chosen people), but the active announce-
ment that Yahweh chooses, makes it impossible to speak
of the nations as “rejected”. And this never occurs in the
Old Testament.

(i) The nations come into view variously in the Old
Testament, but always i their relation to Israel as the people
of God. It is out of the question, then, to speak of a uni-
form judgment on the nations; on the contrary, it is
always a question of their concrete relation to Israel. In other
words, the distinction between Israel and the nations is
exclusively connected with God’s dealings.® In principle,
then, the possibility is always open for reception into Israel
as the people of God and for sharing in the salvation and
blessing of Israel.

(iii) Often, particularly in the historical books of the
Old Testament, the nations are a threat to Israel in politics
and a femptation in respect to religion. Whenever Israel
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cannot withstand the temptation to consort with the gods
of the nations, and whenever it has let itself be yoked with
them, it has lost its sense and right of existence, and has
been threatened and conquered by them. This is the way
the judgment of Yahweh works: He punishes Israel for her
infidelity and uses the nations as His instrument.

(iv) The nations are witnesses of Yahweh’s deeds in
Israel. This is their most prominent function. In God’s
dealings with Israel, however, they, too, are summoned
to recognize the God of Israel as the God of the whole
earth. The existence of other gods was never theoretically
denied; in the light of Yahweh’s deeds, however, they are
unimportant and powerless. That God’s dealings with
Israel directlv concern the nations comes explicitly and
clearly to light in the Psalms (e.g. 22: 28, 24: 1, 33: 8,
47:8, 48: 10, 66: 7, 67, 87, 93-100, 117, etc. etc.).

[The opening of a psalm of the nations, Psalm 67, is
quite plain in this regard; Israel prays: “May God be
gracious to us [Israel] and bless us, and make his face to
shine upon us, that thy way may be known upon earth,
thy saving power among all nations” (verses 1-2). The
conclusion is still shorter and more pregnant (verse 7):
“God has blessed us; let all the ends of the earth fear
him!’* The same thought is found in Ps. 117 and else-
where.]

The nations are also created (Ps. 86: 9) and summoned
by their relation to Israel to praise (i.e. to recognize) the
God of the whole earth (Exod. 19: 5, Deut. 32: 8, Psalms
passim).

(v) The recognition by the nations of Yahweh, the-
God of Israel, as the God of the earth is anticipated by the
message of the prophets, who involve the nations most
intensively in their preaching. In this regard there is
complete unanimity in all the prophets.3? The question
in Israel and in the world of nations is not the existence,
* The Dutch versionreads “. . . that all the ends of the earth may fear
him”, and Dr. Blauw has underlined “that”.
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but the presence of God.3® The active presence of God is
the problem of world history.3*

It is no coincidence that in the prophetic books of the
Old Testament the nations come to the fore so frequently
in a different perspective from that in the historical
books.35 It is in the light of the exile that the special task
and place of Israel in the world of nations becomes plain.
In every case the downfall of Israel means not the downfall
of the “national” god, as is considered self-evident among
all the nations, because Israel’s God is not a local divinity,
but the Creator of heaven and earth. The promised
restoration of Israel, according to Ezekiel, has the same
motive as had the downfall of Israel: and you (Israel, the
nations) shall know that I am Yahweh. The prevalent
judgment on the nations in the Old Testament finds here
its basis and unity.

(vi) The recognition of Yahweh by the nations is
usually set forth as imperative and the future as summons and
as promise. This summons is the meaning of Israel’s history
and the contents of her liturgy. During the whole history
of Israel this comes to realization little if at all.3 It is
ordinarily expressed in this way so that the universal
character of the Old Testament, of Israel’s history, is
eschatologically defined.®” This eschatology is brought to
bear especially on the return of Israel from exile, as the
immediate goal. But this return will be an evidence that
Israel’s God is indeed the only living God, an evidence
that must convince the nations.

(vii) This eschatological outlook is often connected with
the expectation of the Messiah.3 At the point where this
universal expectation of salvation comes out in the
prophets, there is a living reminder of God’s power and
right as Creator (notably in the so-called Deutero-Isaiah).

5. Summary and Conclusions
If we may summarize what we have said thus far re-
garding the universal point of departure and purport for
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universalism in the Old Testament in general, we cannot
do better than quote the words of one of the few systematic
theologians who have given attention to the problem that
confronts us, Karl Barth:

The history of Israel in her totality and in her context is
universal prophecy. For the Old Testament makes it un-
mistakably clear, again and again, that it is precisely the
covenant of Yahweh with a unique Israel, of Israel with a
unique God . . . far from being an end in itself, far from
getting one wrapped up in this particular relationship—has
meaning, revelation, real and dynamic import for the rela-
tion between God and all peoples, men of all peoples.

While Barth lays emphasis on the prophetic character of
the Old Testament “as an accurate example and adequate
prefiguration of the prophecy of Jesus Christ”, we saw the
accent in Exod. 19: 5-6 lying on the priestly character of
Israel.

Our conclusion in regard to the universal character of
the Old Testament can then read as follows: Israel has
been called in her election by Yahweh to be preacher and
example, prophet and priest for the nations.

The active presence of God in Israel is a sign and
guarantee of His presence in the world: and the presence
of Israel is thus a continuing appeal to the nations of the
world.

We recall that in this chapter we are speaking only of
the universal and not (yet) of the missionary character of the
Old Testament. It is, however, of great significance, not
only for a “theology of missions”, but also for a “theology
of the Church”, constantly to call to mind this universal
task of Israel in and for the world. In any case an intro-
verted Church, which is tempted to consider itself the
goal of the purposes of God, can never make appeal to
Israel, in the light of the Old Testament kerygma.

Can an extroverted ‘“‘theology of missions” do so? To
this question we must seek an answer in the following
chapter.
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CHAPTER 2

THE OLD TESTAMENT MESSAGE OF
UNIVERSALISM AS A MISSIONARY MESSAGE

1. Universalism and Mission

‘ N JHILE THERE IS BROAD AGREEMENT AS TO THE
trend toward universalism in the Old Testament,

great differences arise whenever one proceeds from this

universalism to the missionary intention and commission.

In earlier years the thought of mission in the Old Testa-
ment was often seen as the end result of an extended pro-
cess of development: Yahweh was assumed to have de-
veloped gradually from an Israelitic folk-god to a God
of the other nations and to a world-God; the writing
prophets, especially, were thought to have fulfilled an
important function. Thus monotheism was thought to
have had universalism as a consequence; and the idea
of mission was thought in its turn to have emerged from
universalism.*

In more recent years much criticism has been levelled
against such an assumption. Some people observe mono-
theism already present in Moses and thus the germ of the
idea of mission as well.? In this way the scheme of mono-
theism-universalism-mission continues to be maintained;
and likewise the idea that the goal of the missionary idea
was gradually attained. Moses has sometimes even been
considered to be the first missionary.?

It occurs to me that the idea of this gradual ascent from
polytheism via monotheism to universalism and the idea
of mission can be maintained only if one assumes that the
idea of mission can be gleaned from a process of growth in
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Israel’s religion. But it seems to me impossible to glean
this from the Old Testament.

We are not therefore obliged to climb the ladder of
polytheism-monotheism-universalism in order to come out
finally at the highest rung, that of the idea of mission.

The prophetic-priestly-royal character of Israel as a
people of the election is an established fact from the begin-
ning, and it is an obsolete notion to think that the idea of
a universal call could emerge only late in Israel. But the
whole scheme of polytheism-to-monotheism-to-univer-
salism-to-the-idea-of-mission is surely forced on the Old
Testament, and time and again has led us off in the wrong
direction. And, in particular, the idea of a postulate is
surely more of a philosophical construct than an exegetical
conclusion ?4 In fact, I think that if one assumes that the
idea of mission is a postulate of universalism, one is up
against a very great difficulty in regard to mission.

What is this difficulty ? Simply this: that while the point
of departure of the Old Testament is universalistic, the
idea of mission either occurs only sporadically or is missing alto-
gether. In this case we can call the Old Testament “mis-
sionary” only if we abandon the distinction between
universalism and mission. But if we do this, we are de-
priving ourselves of the distinctive effort of the Old Testa-
ment. If we direct our thoughts in this chapter exclusively
to the missionary character of the Old Testament, we will
really end by considering only two portions of the Old
Testament.

If every declaration of universalism in the Old Testa-
ment is called “missionary”, then Isaiah 40-55 and the
book of Jonah are indisputably the high points of the Old
Testament from a missionary point of view. But if the
word “missionary” is confined to the idea of being sent
out to the nations with the message of salvation, then
these two portions of Scripture become almost the only
passages in support of an idea of mission. But even here
there is no longer any unanimity because the missionary
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character of these passages of Scripture has not remained
unchallenged.

We will want to place side by side the various views
regarding these oft-discussed passages of Scripture, in
order to draw our conclusions regarding the character
and boundaries of the missionary message of the Old
Testament.

2. The * Mussionary High Points” of the Old Testament
A. Tsaiam 40-55

Almost all those who have been concerned with the
question of the missionary message of the Old Testament
are agreed that the universal significance and calling of
Israel is nowhere expressed more clearly than here.

Those who see Moses as the first missionary in the Old
Testament consider the author of Isa. 40-55 to have been
inspired by him,5 and thus to be continuing Moses’s long-
forgotten and neglected work.

Those who see the germ of the Old Testament in the
divine election of Israel also recognize in Deutero-Isaiah
the high point of the doctrine of election as an expression
of universalism.®

The prophecies of universalism in Isa. 40-55 have been
discussed frequently enough to render repetition of this
point unnecessary.” The strictly missionary prophecies are
usually confined to two Songs of the Servant of Yahweh,
42: 1-7 and 49: 1~7. It is clearly stated in these passages
that the Servant is called to reveal justice to the nations
(42: 1) and to be as a light to the nations (42: 6, 49: 6),
in order that the salvation of God may reach to the end
of the earth (49: 6). While in the remaining passages of
Deutero-Isaiah it is stated only that the world of nations
will be taken aback by the restoration of Israel, or that
they are summoned to praise Yahweh for the liberation He
extends fo Israel, here the Servant directly calls the nations
themselves to salvation.

There is pretty general agreement that the figure of the
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Servant is best conceived of neither as a personification of
Israel exclusively, nor as an individual person, but as a
“corporate personality”, who can be understood both as
individual and as collective. Therefore there is real justi-
fication for speaking of a missionary calling of Israel.
Israel is called (under the figure of the Servant) to bring
justice to the nations and to be a light to the nations.
Certainly the charge to mission can be formulated no
more clearly, and one of the exegetes rightly observes:
“The objections raised against an exegesis of Isa. 42 and
49 which imply mission activity are in my estimation valid
only if we make a consistent attempt to elucidate the
Servant of the Lord as an individual (and eschatological)
figure.”® This expresses the opinion of most exegetes. But
quite recently there has been proposed another exegesis
of these very passages. For Martin-Achard argues® that
even in these statements regarding the Servant of the
Lord the Old Testament does not go any farther than uni-
versalistic preaching; according to him there is no question
here of any preaching in the world, any going out to the
nations, nor of any commission to them, but only of a
witness that remains confined to Israel’s existence and
suffering in the midst of the nations.

Let us quote Martin-Achard’s conclusion concerning
Isa. 42 and 49 and Deutero-Isaiah in general:

The message of Deutero-Isaiah is not missionary in the
ordinary sense of this word; his preaching does not issue in
proselytism. The prophet does not invite Israel to range
the world to call the heathen to repentance. The raison
d’étre of the chosen people is to exist; its presence gives testi-
mony to the divinity of Yahweh, its life proclaims all that
God is for it and for the world. The mission of Israel exists
in reflecting the glory of God by accepting His gifts along
with His judgments; by beholding the whole singular
fortune of the chosen people, one discovers heaven and earth
and their Maker. Israel exercises the function of mediator
over against the nations; she points them back to Him
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whom she has to thank for everything. She is their light
because Israel has been lit by God’s glory in a special
manner. While Deutero-Isaiah preaches comfort to his
brethren, he is also proclaiming that their glorious return
testifies to the unique greatness of Yahweh. The marvel by

" which Israel lives publicizes the glory of her God to the
whole world.

The fortune of the world ultimately hangs upon the
existence of Israel in the midst of the nations; living by
Yahweh, the chosen people lives for mankind. That is the
missionary perspective which becomes visible in the
declarations of Deutero-Isaiah.®

B. TyE Book oF JoNnan

Jonah, like Deutero-Isaiah, has often been termed the
missionary high point of the Old Testament. It is a
welcome contrast to the book of Esther (an ultra-particu-
laristic document).

Although personally I believe that this point of view
tends to exaggerate the significance of the book, at the
same time it is difficult to deny that Jonah breathes an
uncommonly universal spirit. But what about a missionary
spirit?

Most of the exegetes are unanimous in the judgment
about Jonah, too. Here, as far as they are concerned, the
missionary ideal is proclaimed unambiguously, and in this
book Israel is directed toward her proper calling in the
world. The book is levelled against Jewish religious and
nationalistic exclusivism and is thus a straight-out plea for
mission among the heathen.!* The assumption is also
frequently made that the writer is dependent on the book
of Deutero-Isaiah.!2

But others, both at an earlier period'®and morerecently,
deny that the book is concerned with the commission to
proclaim to all nations the message of salvation. The
opposition to a Jewish exclusivism consists only, according
to this view, in accentuating the infinite and ample mercy
of Yahweh. Martin-Achard** associates himself with the
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ideas of the Roman Catholic theologian, A. Feuillet, who
prefers to understand Jonah as a humiliating sermon to
narrow-minded Jews; nothing more.

It cannot be denied that a real plea for mission to the
heathen is lacking in the book of Jonah; at most it can only
be deduced from the book.

C. AGGRAVATION OF THE PROBLEM

Now with the chief witnesses for the idea of mission in
the Old Testament—Deutero-Isaiah and Jonah—no
longer above suspicion, are we not led to the conclusion
that we had best abandon the Old Testament as a source
for the Biblical foundation of mission? Or is there still
some suggestion of a common conviction in the conflicting
testimony of exegesis, a conviction that can open the way
to a solution of this difficult question? I believe we will
do well to separate two issues.

First, it seems to me that both sides are agreed that
never in the whole period of the Old Testament was there
any deliberate missionary activity. Even those who hold
fast to a missionary interpretation of Deutero-Isaiah and
Jonah recognize that the concern is for commissions and
promises which will be realized only in the future. During the
Old Testament period no one could arrive at mission as an
act of going out for proclamation among the nations. If the
Old Testament has become acquainted with the idea of
mission in the narrower sense, its realization is reserved
to the future age. So we encounter the problem of the
future expectation in the Old Testament.

Second, we shall do well to realize that when people use
the word “mission” in contrast to “universalism’ they do
not always mean the same thing. At the risk of being
suspected here of sophism, may I venture to complete the
distinction already made between “universalism” and
“mission” by a further distinction between centripetal and
centrifugal missionary consciousness. I believe that those
who advocate a missionary exegesis of Deutero-Isaiah and
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Jonah are right in so far as they understand that these
passages of Scripture are concerned with more than uni-
versalism as defined in Chapter 1. On the other hand, I
believe that those who reject such a missionary exegesis
are right in so far as they understand that there is no
thought of mission in the Old Testament in the centrifugal
sense in which it comes to the fore in the New Testament.

3. The Character of the Old Testament Expectation for
the Future

The Old Testament might be characterized as the book
of the expectation of Israel. The content of this expectation
is none other than Yahweh Himself (Jer. 14: 8, 17: 13,
50: 7, Ps. 71:5).

Yahweh is not, like the gods of the other nations, a
power of nature, but the God of history.!® Therefore He is
almost never referred to in the Old Testament as “God of
gods”, as if He were the primus inter pares among the gods
of the earth; rather He is the God of Israel. Here, and
particularly here, is where His special character lies; He
has entered into a covenant with men, in particular with
Israel. The God of Israel is the God who steps into human
life and thereby makes history. This is why history carries
such a great weight in and for Israel—because it is the
history of the acts of Yahweh (cf. e.g. Ps. 78, and the
appeal to the acts of Yahweh in the past in the prophetic
writings).

From this God, who in the past chose Israel and con-
cluded a covenant with Abraham, everything is expected
in the future as well. The Old Testament is all expecta-
tion.’® Because Yahweh steps actively into history and
leads His people, therefore people expect everything from
Him. The past of the acts of Yahweh thus never really be-
comes past in the sense of finished business. The past is
never only past; it is also a powerful witness for the active
presence and power of Yahweh today, and therefore also
a promise for Yahweh’s future activity.'?
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In this light we must also view the relationship between
Israel, as the People of God, on the one hand, and the
nations (heathen), on the other.

In the past God created these nations. They are the work
of His hands (Ps. 86: g), they witness to His many-sided
wisdom and goodness (Gen. g: 16), to His yearning for
peace as well (Gen. 10: 1, 32), because He blessed the
earth affer the flood with a multitude of peoples. Because
the God of Israel has been the God of all nations in the
past, so also is He in the present and will be in the future.
Because the God of Israel is the Creator not only of all
nations but also of heaven and earth, man and beast,
therefore will He reveal Himself in the future as Creator
and Possessor, and more particularly as Redeemer also of the
whole world.

The salvation of Yahweh reaches out as far as possible
in time and space (Gen. 1-11), and it will extend just
as far in the future. The past is guarantee of the future and
the future is confirmation of the past, because in both
Yahweh is the living, the acting, and the only God.

Thus we have just as much right to say that Israel’s
future is defined by her past as that the appreciation of
her past is defined by her expectation for the future. In
the prophets’ expectation for the future, and in the per-
spective of the Psalms, we get a new view both of creation
and of the world of nations, illumined just as the descrip-
tion in Gen. 1—-11 isillumined: by the light of the goodness,
the friendship, the blessing of God.

It is precisely “to the uttermost limits of their range”
that the declarations (in the Psalms and Wisdom litera-
ture) concerning creation mean to bear witness to the
salvation which Yahweh will give not only as the God of
Israel but as the God of all that lives and has breath
(Ps. 150).18

People have fallen into the common habit of referring
every expectation for the future to “eschatology”. But it
seems to me more correct to keep the word “eschatology”
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for that expectation of Israel which really extends to the
“eschata”, the farthest limits (geographical, historical,
qualitative). So in general we can say that Israel’s ex-
pectation of Yahweh and the God of Is7ael belongs not to
the eschatological expectation, but Israel’s expectation of
Yahweh as the God of the world of nations does belong
to eschatology, because here the limits are really over-
stepped. The sharp distinction from other nations cannot
be rationalized out of the Old Testament. It would run
counter to the election of Israel if the nations were already
put on a par with Israel in the present; on the other hand,
it would run counter to the sense and purpose of Israel’s
election if the prospect of the nations’ knowing and
praising Yahweh were not to be preserved in spite of the
sin, the idolatry, the guilt of the nations toward Israel.
But it is quite plain that He who has made the nations (Ps.
86: 9) and who has made them as His nations (Ps. 87)
is also the only one who can call them to Himself. That
which will bring the world of nations to Him is no¢ Israel’s
calling them, nor her going out to them, but exclusively the
visible manifestation of the deeds of God in and with
Israel; only so will they recognize Yahweh as their God,
i.e. confess that Israel’s God is their God, the God of the
whole earth, the only God.

Israel’s expectation for the future in general, and a
JSortiori Israel’s eschatological expectation for the nations
who do not know Yahweh, the heathen, is not based on a
future act of Israel’s, but on the future acts of Yahweh. In
other words, eschatology in the Old Testament is not con-
cerned with a mission of Israel in the sense of a going out
to the nations to preach the gospel: the mission of Israel
consists in the fact that through this nation God will make
His power known, visible, and tangible to the view of all
nations and with a view to all nations.

The character of eschatology as expectation of what Yahweh
will do really excludes the idea of mission in the narrower sense
(Israel’s going out to the nations).
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Neither the activity of Israel nor that of the nations
standsin the foreground of eschatology, but exclusively the
activity of Yahweh. His acts happen 7 Israel, in the sight
of the nations, and therefore 7o the nations too.

So whether there will be any deliverance directed to the
nations depends upon their relation to Israel and upon
Yahweh’s activity in and with Israel. The arbitrariness
and overweening pride of the nations (Gen. 11) prevents
them from seeing reality, namely, that they have Yahweh
to thank for their existence (Gen. 10); therefore He will
make them see reality by creating space in their midst for
a nation (Gen. 12) that is His special possession, in order
to create space for His recognition among the nations.
This is the theme of Heilsgeschichte and therefore the out-
look of eschatology as well. In eschatology, Heilsgeschichte
will find its confirmation and crown. Therefore the escha-
tological expectation can also avail itself of present and
even of perfect (verb forms): prophetic present and pro-
phetic perfect.

The correctness of this conception of the Old Testament
expectation for the future is concisely confirmed by Karl
Barth, K.D. IV, 3, pp. 788-92. He distinguishes between
a tentative, subordinate conception, present in the fore-
ground, of the coexistence of the nations with Israel as
temptation and threat, and a conception in the back-
ground, superordinate and definitive, which sees the
nations as the creation of God and as the Kingdom of God.

For our purpose here it is sufficient to establish

(i) that the expectation in regard to the world of
nations is an eschatological expectation which also
harks back to the past and which can therefore be
celebrated—liturgically—as already present;

(ii) that the fulfilling of this expectation will be ex-

clusively an act of Yahweh’s.

4. Mission as Eschatological Posstbility
In the light of the expectation for the future which has
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been sketched out here, we must now raise the question
once more as to whether there is any trace of missionary
consciousness in the Old Testament or not.

Our appeal to Deutero-Isaiah, and particularly to the
songs of the Servant of the Lord, is fully justified when our
concern is to demonstrate the eschatological expectation
for the world of nations. But we have already seen (2)
that a missionary significance to these Biblical passages is
both accepted (Sellin, Volz, Eichrodt, Vriezen, Rowley,
Jacob)®® and rejected (de Boer, Snaith, Martin-Achard).2°
Some go so far as to doubt or even to deny any univer-
salistic character to Deutero-Isaiah.?! But I must oppose
such an interpretation on the ground of the unity of the
Bible, and I submit that Israel’s eschatological expectation
of salvation becomes an expectation for the nations.2?
Likewise, I think that it is difficult to oppose the missionary
character of such declarations as Isa. 42: 4, 45: 22, 23,
49: 6, 53: 11—for they clearly say that salvation shall
reach the coastlands; that the nations shall see the light
of the Servant of Yahweh, that the ends of the earth are
called to turn to Yahweh.

But I think we shall have to admit that there are no
compelling reasons for explaining Isa. 45: 22, 23 and
53: 11 in this way; there is no reference here to Israel’s
going out (or to that of the Servant of Yahweh). I do be-
lieve that this must be affirmed of Isa. 42: 2 and 49: 6.
After all, we are doing some violence to these declarations
in denying the most obvious idea in these verses, that
justice shall be brought to the waiting coastlands (42: 4),
and in denying that the expression ‘“so that my salvation
shall reach to the end of the earth” (in direct connection
with the designation “light for the nations’ of the Servant
of Yahweh, 49: 6) also implies the bringing of the news.

Thus we must conclude that there is in fact only one
statement in the Old Testament that expresses in so many
words the idea of mission in the sense of “going out to the
nations”, and that of the other passages cited here.another
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interpretation is possible—simply that the nations shall
come to salvation.

This idea is to be found not only in the passages cited
here; the Psalms often express the idea that the nations
shall come to Israel, to Jerusalem—again and again. The
best known in this regard is certainly Isa. 2: 2-5 (cf.
Mic. 4: 1 ff.; Zech. 8: 20, 21, 14: 16).

It is to the merit of Bengt Sundkler?® that he has called
attention to this specific form of missionary sense in Israel,
namely, the conviction that Israel and especially Ferusalem is the
centre of the world, whither the nations shall turn their steps. That
this has nothing to do with the familiar ethnocentrism
which is met with in so many forms throughout the world,
need not be set forth in this connection in any greater
detail. But it is also good to realize that the prophecy of
the coming of the nations to Yahweh, or to Israel, Jerusalem
or Zion is announced only in the later writings of the Old
Testament. The notion of the universal significance of the
election of Israel is certainly present from the very begin-
ning, without, however, our having the promise of the
coming of the nations, of the answer of the nations to the
““universal prophecy” of Israel.

The prospect of a positive reaction on the part of the
nations to the existence of Israel is first held forth in the
prophetic writings and in the Psalms. To my way of think-
ing, this is a valid reason for distinguishing in the Old
Testament between: (a) the thought of universalism; ()
the thought of mission in the centripetal sense; (¢) the
thought of mission in the centrifugal sense.

This first is quite general, and is even the very pre-
supposition of Israel’s election (Gen. 10, 11, and 12); the
last is so rare that one can actually point to only one
Scriptural passage with certainty, Isa. 42: 4. But the
thought of mission in the centripetal sense occurs with
great frequency both in the prophets and in the Psalms.
By this we understand the promise of the coming of the
nations as a response to God’s acts in Israel. That Israel herself
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thereby fulfils the role of messenger, caller out of the land
of Israel, the city of Jerusalem, or the Temple, is not out of
the question. But we must certainly remember that the
Psalms, for example, summon the nations to know and
praise Yahweh, but that these Psalms were sung in the
temple of Israel, and thus could only be heard by those
there present, that is, by Israel herself.

But the execution of the summons and the promise to
the nations is an affair of the future. In other words, the
revealing of Israel’s universal significance, the centripetal
missionary function of Israel and (if necessary) the centri-
fugal missionary task of the Servant of the Lord (Isa. 42: 4)
is an eschatological expectation, which will be fulfilled
only at the end of days.

We have paid attention here exclusively to Deutero-
Isaiah rather than to Jonah (cf. 2) because of my con-
viction that the book of Jonah has to be classified among
the universalistic and not among the missionary portions
of the Old Testament. The universalism of the book of
Jonah expresses anti-particularistic, anti-nationalistic, or
(anachronistically) anti-Pharisaic tendencies, but I do not
feel that it can be advanced as evidence for the presence in
the Old Testament of a missionary commission to go out-
side Israel. Here, I think, we must admit, ‘“He [Jonah]
brings no new revelation regarding Yahweh, but combats
a bad interpretation of Israel’s election by recalling an
essential characteristic of the God of Israel,”’?¢ namely,
His care for the nations.

We will return in another chapter to another important
passage in the Old Testament which in the history of
revelation has fulfilled an important function, namely,
Dan. 7: 1-14.

5. Summary

When, after this short survey, we inquire as to the results
of our investigation into the significance of the Old Testa-
ment for a theology of mission, we must affirm, in view of
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the present-day state of the data, that the harvest is not
particularly great. When one turns to the Old Testament
to find a justification and basis for missions in the current
meaning, that is, as “foreign missions”, one is bound to be
disappointed. It does not seem advisable to build a
theology of missions on a few statements, especially on
those which are still exegetically in dispute.

But we may question whether there is any reason to
complain about this meagre result. I certainly do not think
it should be considered a loss if the Bible does not give us
an answer to the questions we ask but leads our thought in
another direction. It is not the human activity that stands
in the foreground of the Old Testament but the divine
acts for the redemption of Israel. These acts cannot be
confined to Israel, for the existence and redemption of
Israel has consequences for the nations. The nations do not
know this themselves, it has been avowed to Israel alone;
but one day it will be avowed to the nations themselves.
And then the destiny of the nations will be determined in
their coming to Yahweh or in their refusing to come. But
this belongs to eschatological expectations, not to the
promises already realized. Only in liturgy and in the
visions of apocalyptic can the future be surveyed as
already present.

The significance of these insights for a theology of
mission becomes completely clear from the words with
which Martin-Achard closes his investigation into the
missionary perspective in the Old Testament:

In conclusion, the Church cannot deny that God converts
the nations, acting in the midst of His people. His inter-
vening, and this alone, makes of Israel the light of the world.
The Church evangelizes to the extent that her Lord inspires
her; her existence, then, itself is her power. Mission has
nothing to do with this or that political or commercial
undertaking, as people have sometimes thought; it is com-
pletely dependent on the secret activity of God in the Church,
it is the fruit of a life that is truly founded in God. First
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and foremost, the evangelization of the world is not a
matter of words or of activity, but of presence: the presence
of the people of God in the midst of humanity, the presence of God
among His people. It is not without purpose that the Old
Testament brings this to the recollection of the Church.2s

Now that we have distinguished the universalistic from
the—in this special sense—missionary character of the Old
Testament, we shall want to turn our attention in the
following chapter to the connection of both these elements
with the expectation of the Messiah in the Old Testament.
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CHAPTER 3

THE OLD TESTAMENT MESSAGE OF
UNIVERSALISM AS A MESSIANIC MESSAGE

1. Expectation of Salvation and Expectation of the Messiah

T IS A NOTEWORTHY PHENOMENON THAT OLD TESTA-

ment research in the last few decades has spent only a
modest amount of effort in research into the Messianic
character of the Old Testament in general and of the Old
Testament expectation of salvation in particular.! Prob-
ably one reason for this is the aversion which historical
criticism has always displayed for the earlier Messianic
exegesis of the Old Testament on the part of the Church.?
Another reason is that the Old Testament expectation for
the future is always an expectation of salvation, but does
not always bear the character of a Messianic expectation.?

The justification for calling attention here to the Old
Testament Messianic expectation is that for the investiga-
tion of the Biblical foundations for a theology of mission,
this Messianic expectation is, in our opinion, of special
significance. Perhaps, after all, the Messiah does play a
greater role than one might realize on the basis of the
number of publications on the subject in recent years. It
is certainly significant that Jewish and Christian tradi-
tions run parallel in regard to the explicitly Messianic
passages in the Old Testament.4

Thus, even though future expectation and Messianic
expectation may not coincide, nevertheless the Messiah is
in a special sense the symbol and the culminating point
for future expectation and salvation-expectation in the
Old Testament. Within the limits of our investigation, we
want only to trace the significance and range of the uni-
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versal and missionary character of the Old Testament to
the extent to which the expectation of the Messiah in
Israel can fill out the picture thus far sketched.

2. Messianic Figures

A. If the Messiah figure is considered solely as a royal
figure, the origin of Messianic expectation will be sought
in the time of David.® But if not only kings, as executors of
God’s will, but also prophets, as proclaimers of God’s will,
are to be considered in a Messianic light, then the picture
becomes more varied. I believe we can do justice to the
Old Testament Messianic expectation only by paying
attention to the prophetic as well as to the royal tradition.

In our investigation of Messianic expectation, we must
further bear in mind the dynamic unity of the Old Testa-~
ment and of the whole Bible, and not confine ourselves
exclusively to the analytical methods of historical and
literary criticism.$

Although with good reason Israel can be called the
Messianic nation,” nevertheless I believe it is better to con-
fine the term ‘“Messianic” to those individual figures
which give expression in a special way to God’s will and
work in history. This is not to deny that the notion of a
Messiah has become compressed in the course of time and
has been connected particularly with the Davidic royal
house. We must certainly state emphatically that any at-
tempts to explain the idea of the Messiah as a borrowing
from other nations, particularly from Babylon or Egypt,
must be regarded as a failure.® In the Messianic expecta-
tion, Israel’s expectation for the future takes on unique
form. Its origins are probably very old as we can see in the
ancient sayings of Gen. 49: 8 ff., and it is not improbable
that this passage contains a recollection of Gen. 3: 15, in
view of the Paradise motifs which resound through it.% 10

Now it is remarkable that Messianic expectation in this
broader sense bears the character of universalism well-
nigh continually. If, with the synagogue and early
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Christian Church, we do count Gen. 3: 15 among the
Messianic passages, this is simply an indication of the uni-
versality of salvation and of the Personage who brings
salvation. The figure of Melchizedek, Gen. 14, interpreted
Messianically in the Epistle to the Hebrews, is likewise a
universal figure and its significance there is just that the
universal priesthood is more than the Aaronic one. The
same thought underlies Ps. 110 also. Perhaps here we have
the key to the explanation of the remarkable fact that the
priesthood in Israel seems seldom to be referred to Mes-
sianically.’! In Gen. 49: 10, which is almost always
termed “early Messianic”, it is said in plain words of the
Ruler of Shiloh, “to him shall be the obedience of the
peoples”. Here at this early stage the Messianic expecta-
tion and the expectation of universal salvation coincide
completely. The Messianic statement in Num. 24: 17, is
of a somewhat different character, because it is not con-
cerned with obedience but (in harmony with the ideas of
that age) with the chastisement and defeat of the nations.!?

Also striking is the formulation in the so-called testa-
ment of David, 2 Sam. 23: 1—7, where there is no reference
to a righteous ruler over Israel, but to ‘““a righteous ruler
over men”. A similar nuance in such devotional sayings as
these certainly has a tendency to universalism.

A similar tendency is to be found in passages which,
while not explicitly Messianic, are certainly implicitly so,
such as Isa. 2: 2—-5, and Mic. 4.: 1—4. Furthermore, beyond
these we can point out other Messianic texts which see
salvation dawning exclusively over Israel (Amos g: 11,
Hos. 3: 5, Isa. 4: 2—the Messianic designation ‘“Branch”
—Isa. 9: 1-6, Mic. 5: 1-5, Jer. 23: 5-8, 30: 9, 33: 14-18,
Ezek. 34: 21-30, 37: 2428, Hag. 2: 7—9, Zech. 6: g-15),
but where the designations and descriptions of the Mes-
sianic kingdom often go beyond the specifically Israelite
framework. In this connection it is also not without
significance that the Messiah, although almost never
called “king”, still receives the attributes of the general
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style of an Oriental court outside Israel,!® whereas this is
almost never the case as regards Israel’s kings themselves.

The Messiah figure is a divine figure who will bring to
expression the actual royal lordship of God in the future.
Therefore the Messiah is not so much the bringer and
author of salvation as He is its representative. The Messiah
is the visible manifestation of God Himself. In the light of
this statement, all the Psalms which celebrate the future
royal lordship of God belong to the category of Messianic
Psalms; while, moreover, Israel’s kings are often provided
with Messianic features, as for example Ps. 72 ¢t al. In
other words, the universal lordship of God and the lord-
ship of the Messiah are correlates: the latter is an expres-
sion of the former. We are justified in concluding that the
universal lordship of God, the eschatological expectation of salva-
tion and the expectation of the Messiah belong together; they are,
as it were, concentric circles: the Messiah is the centre of the
Israelite as well as of the universal expectation of salvation.

B. Now it is in this light that we must refer again to
the well-known Songs of the Servant of the Lord. Naturally
one can say that there is nothing Messianic as such in
these songs;!* but this conviction, I believe, only makes
clear the fact that there is no possibility of connecting the
tradition of royal Messiah expectation and the tradition of
prophetic Messiah expectation.

These two traditions were probably present in Israel
from early times, even though the so-called royal tradition
seems to have spoken more strongly to the imagination of
the nation than the prophetic. But the way the Servant of
the Lord is addressed in these songs, the way he himself
speaks, the way he is celebrated, point unmistakably in the
direction of a Messianic figure.® One might rightly say
that the Servant-of-the-Lord prophecies supplement and
deepen the Messianic idea in ways previously unheard of:

(i) In the designation “Servant”, more than in any
other Messianic designation, we find an expression
of the absolute surrender to the service of Yahweh.
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The whole emphasis is laid on the fuman character
of the Servant, which is underlined in the clearest
way by his suffering and dying (Isa. 50, 53).

(ii) At the same time (Isa. 42: 1, 49: 1) his connection
with Yahweh is expressed in such a way as to sug-
gest a more-than-human glory and authority.

(iii) Similarly, all the emphasis falls on the establish-
ment of the lordship of God. He magnifies the
unique glory of God and becomes light and salvation
for the world.®

(iv) The task of showing that Yahweh alone is God,
which the other prophecies (notably Jeremiah and
Ezekiel) affirm to be a task for all Israel, is here
ascribed to the Servant. Through all the Old
Testament historical and prophetic books we find
a “progressive reduction”: from the many to the
few, from the nation to the remnant, from the
remnant to the one Servant.”

If now—in contrast to our treatment in the previous
chapter—we regard the Songs of the Servant of the Lord
as Messianic prophecies, rather than as expressing uni-
versalism, then the question arises: do they give any
fiirther answer to our inquiry as to the missionary message
of the Old Testament? The question comes to a head, I
think, in another question: is the Messianic figure which
appears here as the “Servant of the Lord” to be con-
sidered as a missionary personage?

If we were to confine ourselves only to Isa. 42: 4, we
would certainly be inclined to answer this question affirma-
tively. But if we consider the four songs as one organic
whole (and I think the text of the songs themselves argues
very strongly for this), then we are not so sure.

Let us summarize the contents of these songs:

In the first song, Isa. 42: 1~7, we find celebrated the
election and vocation of the Servant to be a covenant for
the people and a light to the nations. The order of law,
the reign of peace, and complete human well-being as a
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gift from Yahweh, describe a situation in which all the
world may share.

In the second song, Isa. 49: 1~7, it is made clear that the
fulfilling of this vocation lies in Israel, but seems to fail there
completely. The fault for this lies not on God’s side; He
has given to the word of His Servant a powerfully intrusive
and penetrating ability (“sword”, “arrow”, verses 2—4).
All labour seems in vain, but the Servant is strengthened
and consoled by the promise that his work for Israel will
not be useless, and furthermore that he shall be a blessing,
a light for the nations. But we are not told how this is to
happen.

In the third song, Isa. 50: 49, all the emphasis falls on
dedication to Yahweh and on the contumely which this
means for the Servant. His message involves innocent
suffering. The messenger of the righteousness of God must
suffer as someone without rights.

In the fourth song, Isa. 53: 1~12, which bears the charac-
ter of a confession by the congregation, the last and deep-
est secret of suffering is disclosed: innocent suffering is
vicarious suffering; suffering is the way to glory, to the
recompense which exists in the fact that many will be
justified. It is not difficult in the light of 52: 13-15 and of
the previous songs to see in those “many’ a reference to
the world of nations which will fall as booty to the Servant
who, following death, is saved.’®

In all the songs where there is reference to the world of
nations, we do not find the Servant going out to the world
of nations® so much as his being recompensed 4y the
world of nations. In other words, the nations are the
reward of the Messianic Servant, and the guaraniee that his
work will not be in vain. 4l the emphasis falls on the fact that
the world of nations is a gift to the Messianic Servant; there is no
reference here to the world of nations as a